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Robert W. Quinn, Jr.
Director - Federal Government Affairs

April 1, 1998

Suite 1000
1120 20th St, NW
Washington, DC 20036
202 457-3851
FAX 202 457-2545

APR -1 1998

RECEIVED
Ms, Magalie Roman Salas
Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N, W., Room 222 fEIIEML COIMJICA1l(II5 call-.t

Washington, D, C, 20554 / ()ffUOF11ESE.CI1E1MY

Re: Ex Parte, CC Docket No, 96-9s(RM 9101 - Implementation of the Local
Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996

Dear Ms. Roman Salas:

On Tuesday March 31, 1998, Jim Grudus, Joan Marsh, Susan Faccenda, and I
of AT&T met with Michael Pryor, Jake Jennings, Jason Oxman and Andrea Kearney of
the Common Carrier Bureau's Policy and Program Planning Division to discuss
information regarding Ameritech's Operational Support Systems as well as the
communications that AT&T has had to date with Ameritech with respect to obtaining
combinations of network elements, Attached are several documents distributed during
the presentation.

Two copies of this Notice are being submitted on the following business day to
the Secretary of the FCC in accordance with Section 1.1206(a)(1) of the Commission's
rules.

Attachments

cc: 1. Jennings
J. Oxman
M. Pryor
A. Kearney No. oj Copies rec'd QJ-,z"
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30 Soum Wawr DrtY.
Floor 39
Chicago. IL 60606
otIlc:e 3,21750-5367
Fu 312.l609·6307

J.T.1.IUIIIft
AsSIstant Genert\ Counsel

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL

October 17, 1'997

William A. Davis II
AT&T
Chief Regulatory Counsel
131/'1 Floor
227 West Monroe Street
Chicago, Illinois 60606

Dear Bill:

This responds to your letter to me dated October 8,1997, which 1received on
October 14,1997. You as~ed for Ameritech's written position regarding the so
called UNE PIa1form.

Bill. AT&T has been fully aware of Ameritech's legal position regarding the UNE
Platform: the UNE Platform, as defined by AT&T. is inconsistent with the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 and not required by the interconnection
agreements between our companies.

As I represented to you and to len Cali. Ameritech agreed to work to implement
the UNE Platform during the time this issue remained unresolved on appeal.
Our agreement to work with AT&T, however. was with the express and mutual
understanding that neither party was waiVing its legal rights. As SUCh, your
apparent surprise at Ameritech's decision to "litigate" this issue is puzzling. The
fact of the matter is that the legality of your vision of the UNE Platform has been
the subject of litigation since at least the August 8, 1996 release of the FCC's
First Report and Order in Docket 96-98.

The Order on Petitions for Rehearing of the United States Court of Appeals for
the Eighth Circuit, fired on October 14, 1997, now resolves the platform issue.

\



William A. Davis II
October 17, 1997
Page Two

As the Court held in granting certain petitions for rehearing, including
Ameritech's:

Sedion 251 (c)(3) requires an incumbent LEe to provide access to
the elements of its network only on an unbundled (as opposed to a
combined) basis. Stated another way, § 251 (c)(3) does not permit
a new entrant to purchase the incumbent LEe's assembled
platform(s) of combined network elements (or any lesser existing
combination of two or more elements) in order to offer competitive
telecommunications services.

As I understand it, AT&T's "assume-as-is" UNE Platform involves access to
existing assembled network elements on a combined - as opposed to an
unbundled - basis. As such, AT&T's version ofthe UNE Platform is inconsistent
with Section 251 (c)(3), and clearly outside the scope of our interconnection
agreement.

Therefore, continued implementation discussions regarding AT&Ts UNE
Platform do not seem productive. Ameritech recommends, however, that we
begin discussions regarding AT&T's access to unbundled network elements
under our interconnection agreement in a manner consistent with the Act and the
Eight Circuit's Opinion. Such discussion should be coordinated with AT&Ts
account management team, which I assume will occur in the normal course of
business.

Bill, if you would like to discuss our legal position in further detail, feel free to give
me or Mike Karson (3121867.5568) a call.

Sincerely,

~~
JTL:plj

c: Neil Cox
Mike Karson
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W.4f••m A. 0."•• II
Ch,el Re;ulalory Counsel
Central R.gion

John T. Leaahan, Esq.
Assistant General Counsel
Ameritech
30 South Wacker Drive, Floor 39
Chicago, ~L 60606

Dear John:

October 23, 1997

.
') ille-\.

\311'1 Roor
227 Well Mon,oe St,••\
ChICIQa. IL 60606
J 12 230-2636

I have your response of October 17 I 1997 to my leucr of October 8, 1997
concerning the tINE Platform. Obviously our companies have on-going differences
that are incapable of being resolved in conapondence between the two of US, but 1will
respond briefly to yOW' lctter and address the question of how we may best pursue
platform iSSUC3 going forward.

I am puzzled by your statement that AT&T:! version ofme UNE Platform is
both inconsist.cnt with Section 25 1(c) of the Act and "clearly outside the scope ofour
intcIl:onnection agrecmcnt." I understand your citUion to the 8· Circuit Court of
Appeals' decision of October 14, 1997 in connection with the first point (aDd as noted.
we will continue to differ on the merits oftbal reeding oftbe Act); at the same time,
however, then: exists clear state Jaw basis for the plad'orm in a number of our states
(e.g., Michigan. Illinoi5). Moreover, as to the 5COPC ofthe interconnection agreements,
I wonder whether and hew your position takes into account Schedule 9.5, Sec.l.t7,
which provides:

"When AT&T orGcrs Network Elements or CombiuJioDS that arc
c\1l1"Cl1uy iJw:rconnectcd and functioD&l and remain intereoDllcctcd to the
same adjKCDt Network Elements, such Network Elements lIDO
CombiDalioas will remain interconnected ad fwu:ti0D&1 without any
discomlCdion or disruption of functionality ofsuch NetwOrk Elements.
There sb8ll be no cbarBc for such iDteteoanCC1ion. CoDlCqUCDl1y. for
Amc:rit.eeh retail Customen who simply wish to switch their local
service provicicn and keep the same type of service provided through the
same equipment, this method ofordering will KCOmpU.h this wi1h no
physical chases requift:d in the exisdDa Network Elements. Under
these cin:umstaDc:es. it shall not be necessary for AT&T to c;oUoc:ate

~ -.. _.. ------



John T. Lenahan. Esq.
Pile Two
October 23, 1997

equipment in Ameritcch Central Offices to COMcct the un"undled
Network Element. If shared Network Elements are used. Amcriteeh will
be responsible for all engiDecring, provisioning azul maintenance of
these components to ensure they support the asreed-upon grade of
service."

Among me network. "combinationsII which Ameriteeh ap:ed to provide pursuant Ie

Section 9.3.4, ofcourse. is the "UnbUl1d1cd Element Platform with Operator Services
and Directory AssiSWlCe." We read d1cse scctioas of the iDu:r=mu:ctioD qRCmeat to
provide expressly for AT&Ts version of the tINE Platform. aDO I am then:fore at a
loss as to how AInm.tech can rccoau:ile these pravisioas with its position thaI !he
AT&T UNE Platform is "ouuide the scope" of our qrecmCDt.

In any ellcnt., and without prejudice Ie OLlt lelaJ politiolU, AT&T is prepared to
pW'Suc discussions of UNE Platform issues - iD.cludina A.mcriteehis proposed approach
to UNE availability in light of the 8- Circuits ruli.q - from aD opcrarioaal and
business perspective. In paJticular, AT&T will need to mow with specificity just bDw
Amcritcch proposes to make each tINE available to rcquestiDs carricn on a scparared
basis in a maDDCT that wiU·alJow those rcquatiDa carriers to combine such elemeut!.
Bruce Bctmett will be uW.ng up these issues, consistent with your SUlaestion, in
ciiscusaioDS with Amm.tech's AT&T ~W11 mANgement team.

William A. Davis, n

c.c: Neil Cox. Esq.
Mike Karsa~ Esq.

bee:: Len Cali
Bruce Bennen
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VIA F'ACSIMILE

Daniel J. Kocher. Direclor
PIIMU111 a:ad Implcmcn~uon

Ameritec:h
3SD Nonh Orleans. J'- Floor
Chicago, WiDois 6D65~

Dc&I" Dan.

~51h F100l

227 W toIIonroe Sireel
:hicagC.IL. 60606·5016
312 230·3312
;Al( 312 230-8880

(n our Noyember 6, 1997 meeting we discusse:d ceNin operational issuCi Uloci.&od with Amerit~h's
praposc:d methods for making lINEs avail.l. to CL£Cs. lIIuminl &he •• ein::uit Courr dc:cision is not
ovcnumcd. Ameritech' 5 response. in ICII~I. wa dUll efto CLECs would be required to recombine

.Networi;: Elcmcacs in collocalion space pun::hued on~s and condhions peT the lnren:oMccticm
Aareement. Thll lettcr sets fonh AT&roT's unckmandiftl of Amc:ritech'. requiRmcnu bac:d on our
discussions lU'ld Ic:cb your confinnation of our undC!"lW\dina. Also, AT&T is submiaina addhional
question. to better W\dC:l"nlind Ameritee:h's operational plan. and requinmtents (or recombined UNEs.
Ameritcch Ign:cd [0 respond Ie in wrilinglo additional questions on lINE recombining.

Listed beloVo' are thc questions AT&:.T asked Amc:ricech in our mcl!linland the: Amerilcc:h ~s~onsn as we
under.nand them:

I. Whet.,. Ihe clclllcnu Ameritccb witl orrcr 10 eLECt on eD ...nbu.cUed be.is?

Americech will kcep the loop and NtD connc:cled and will not provide a loop withollt a NIO. Thc
clements Ameritecn will mAke available: we: loop and NID combinad.. locallwira:.hinl includini
sipaling inherent in Utc switch (includin. ac:uu 10 d.'llMIsct).~- both dcdle:atCd and
AmcrilCCh'l venion o("sharcd". tandem IwilChinC. W'ldcm trvtl~n and OSIDA.

1. How wjll CLECs bc required 10 reco.b".e t"••••••DU?

Amcritcdl Rquirn CLECs to combinc clanenlS in coUac:aUOft.,.ce. Each CL£C will require
coUacuion space in each ccnn! oftlcc. inc.......llMdtIm otTu:cs. in ani« 10 n:combine UNEa. Al eftc
Main DiiDitauuon Frame. Amcritcch will "diKonnCQ" an "iStUac loop when a CLEC tumiaha a valid
ClAIfDlftCf n:quaI for ••,.,icc. AmcrileCh w...MS CSIaO.ish jumpcn (or Do... 11\. loop ....d switch .ide
ccmnecbon an Amcmcd\ 's Main Dillribution F"",. (MMDFI. An Ameritlch-."ravcd third partY
vendor *ould be rcquin:d Co es&ablish &h. conncclion .....Ch Ihc coUocuion cap IIId Ama'U=h's
MDF. lb. CLEC ""ill establish itS OWfl MDt' in ill colJoccian cap and will b. rapansiblc for
physi~ly mass"'COMCCfinlloop jumpers and line pan juna,.. on ia MDF.~ indica_ dw

I
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Dlln Kocher
~oYember 1-1. 1997
P:J!lc !

:1 Cl.fC may make all the conneclions within its cage at one timc. Ad4ilionaUy. Ameritec:h indicated
Ihalan Intermediate Disnibulion Frame ...·JOF·) connection between iu MDF ano thc collocation cage
may also be: required in some ~enn'll om~es. Ameritec:h said it would not utilize. common frame
o~tJide of the collocation space 10 terminale: mUltiple CLECs' c:ross-connecu. MoreoYer. cross
connection of Amcritcch switching With dedic.ted U1Ulspon n-unks would bc penonned in the
collocated sl'-.ce under Ameritech's definition of"shlRd" tn.nspon.

3. Does Amcritcch .1I0w CLECs Co 'hue Ihe lame inacrofllcc Ir'lnspon used by Ameriltch?

'No. A ClEC purchasing U'NE interafficc ~sponwill be purchasing dedicatcd inferoffice ll"Unks and
cannot simuhaneousiy usc the I&mC intcrDfflce transport used by Amcritcc:h.

~. Can CLECS "urch..e A.meritech', "shand" Cran,"oM in quantiltcllmaUcr Ihan a full trunk
ilrDUP?

The lowest quantity currcndy nesolialed and ,,~ctically implemented for intC~oMeClion is the OS I
leYel. Upon request. Ameritech \l/ill split the "shared" franspon bill for I OS J among sharing CLEu.

S. How docs Amcritech complete a IInc usignmllnt for Us exiulnc custom'"'?

A physical di$conneclion and recoMc:ction often is not necCS$ary whon an existin& loop is assigned 10

il.I1 Amcrirech customer: rather. Amerilech is .blc to accomplish this ca.sk via an electronic (keybovd)
inp,n.

6. DOeI a CLEC ban to purch8lc lilll.Ung .cpU.le from Iwitcblnc1

No. On the line sidc:.the line card hu sipeling u an embedded function. On chc trunk .ide, 8 CLEC
can pUT1:huc either MF or SS7 tNnks. The "lIic sipalinl aapabilitY is inherent in the SW1ICh;
siFalina is noc ordcn:d scpllately if swilchin; is anhnd. This baic: lipaling C:lpabililY includes
accosl to the Amcrin:ch dambases (i.e.•00111•. 91'. LIDS. etc. daJabUII). A CLEC purchuing
switching and S51 u'\U\k.t docs not have to p~huc sepu.tc IU:CCU 10 Amcritcch's silnalin& netWork
and asaociated databa.ses. Sign.ling includes both TeAl' and ISUP simaling.

7. Whcn will Amcritech', "nbundled clements ordering luidc be updated to rcflcctlhc: 8" circuit
court rullna'1

Ameritech pramiscd to fumish a date for updating its IInbunc1icd ordcrinlluide. (AT&T posed thi$
qUc:llion to Ollf Amcritech Account Manlier an 10113191 and is ,till w.ilinl for an lIftIWcr. Amcnt"h
has a meSl"c on its WEB site indicating thll: the unbundled.ordering luidc will be Updated to reflect
tho 8111 Circuit Court ruling).

8. Will Amcritccb aUow CLEC. to rC'Camblnc UN£. wiettoul coliocaUon7 .. AllleMeech combl"lnl
elclhcnu 1._,. "". a remole termi..al?

Amcnlcch requila colla~tion far ClEC rccombinina of UNEs. For Itte vau majority ofAmmt=h's
owo CIIIUMftefS. sc,.,ice is pn.visiancG 'II•• softwan: up" ulinCa canGte cermiMl. Amerilcch
makel a "nY'1cal cannection 10 p",vide: lervice only for new lina (e.l. second lines).

9. An then ..,. •••t CLECs caa hllw. dlntel acc.. co the " ..eritech MDF? IIcheR aaRwan to
recoen"'.e .nthout .....,.ic.1 recoa"ecdoa'1

"meritccn docs nat wic:i~.tc ~",vidinlCLECs dim:t Kc:cas 10 Ameritccft equipment. AmcrilCd\ has
not liven Ifty thoU!ht to. sotiware- baed ",mod Dfre:cambiJIin,lcpvau: clemenu.



D&n Kocher
~ovem~~r 14. 1997
P:1ge J

10. What happens if Amtritech does not have suffieic::nl room (0 accommodate coUQution in a
specinc centnl ornee?

Under these circumstances. Ameritech wOllld allow vil'1Ual collocation. AIlO would reql,IIR Amcritcch
eston of the CLEC technician to pertorm work on the Virtually collac:ateci equipment.

11. Can eLECs pre--wire in a COIlOC.lion space?

Ameritcch will not prohibit a CLEC from "rewiring in ilS collocated space. A CLEC Qn also prewire
ell of itS tic Iincs to and from the MOF (or IOF "Vhere one eltisu) at one time.

12. How will Amcritech ensure coordination o( the loop ud IInl pon conneelionl for tach CLEC
cUltomer scrvice order?

.The CLEC would have to specify the "hysical appcanncci of the loop and swilch line pon on the
indiyidual orders: Ameritech has processC$ in place to coordinate the separate orden required for dlC
loop and the line pon on the switch.

13. How many loop and line port jumpcr connCCllons could Amerilech campfci. tn a sintle day'?

Ameritech indicated there is il physicallimil to the number ot ecnvel'ions ....hich Cl.n be done in any
given day because of the manual etTort involyed. but was not able to qu-ntify this limit. To date.
Amcritech has not completed any sNdies Dr givcn any thought to what the maximum number of daily
connections would be.

14. Anum. I CLEC Intend$ to purcha'i eolloc:aclon .pace lolely (ar pu"ates of recombining 'he
neceuary UNEs InfO the plaerorm coftlbiQadon. tadler Itla. punhaiD. COlloc.fion 'pac. lor
pro"4dlQI r,eiUll.l-b.sed .crvice, and l"cre(on will noe nnd spacc for equtpmcnt slich a. ii,ht
Iuide equipment: ul1der the.e cire'ullie-nces will 4l11crit$Ch allow thl CLEC to purchau
colfoeallon space in increments leu "lib 100 Iqua", fect1

Yes. Ameritcch WIll reconsider minimum lINE collocetion 'pace rcquircmcn15. and will provido
AT&T with a response on this question.

13. CQlloeation requirements willinc:rca.e the loop lenllh. (r Ihi. addltlonallcnllh nece"iI'ld loop
conditioning, 'Who is rcspol1Sl0lc (or performinl the conditioning - .4meritech Dr 'he CLEC'?

The CLEC is responsible.

16. wm 4m.rllech prow6dc: CLECs acccu 10 Its Illliee.rinl records, lince Ihe record. need to bc
ulKflced Co rcfiKt the ncw loop fenl'*' 10 enlure MLT latinl war~ properly'

As ncceuuy, acceS$ to records will be llrovided. Amcr1U%h said it would invcltiaalc MLT impllelS of
iu collocacion proposal and will provide ATkT an answer.

17. How do....iaCcalace of the recombined uabundW elelnen.. work?

Amcritech has res"onllbility (or the "Nal mainlcnancc oflkc clemcn.. and VIc CLEC hu
responsibililY for "raperl!, combining the clements. The CL.EC mUlt idcnti~ and ICClionalizc che
maintCftlUlCG prublcm. The CLEC muse noeify Amcriccch which clements arc nat workinC properly
and Amcti,.eh WIll inieiau: correcuve action. Ammcech will provide cues acC&::aSIO the ncceuary
mainccnancelools and diqnosllcs.
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Dan Kocher
:-.'ovember 14. 1997
P~ge 14

Listed below arc addidonal questions relaced to Americeth's rcqlJiremcnu for CLECs to ~cornbine

unbundled netVt'ork clemenu:

18. HIS Americech dC'Ielopcd methods and procet1\lres to destribc how it will Se:1'ltIle: elrcaciyoc:ombincd
elcmenu II'Id ho"" CLECs will be requiRd to recombine clements? Ifncll. when will chis be done: IIld
when will dle M&.P's bo avaU.ble to ClECs?

J9. Wh.e ass imp.as atc anticipated from Amcntcch', rccambinins prl)po~lls? Wltll OSS will
Ame:ritet:h .~SlUli1izc to separate ch:meftU and will CLECs utilb:e to rec:ombinc clements? How
will Ame:rite:ch provide CLECs .e~css to these OSS7

10. What impact docs Ame:ritech's rccombinina proposal have on enainc:c:rinl and inventory records?
What n:c:ards will Amerite:ch access or modify Co 1ep.n1C already coMected .lemenll1 WMl records
wiU n~ to be accCSllcd andlor upcla= for a CL.EC to camplc:~ NCombinalion of UNE.a? What is
Ameriteeh'. plan to .ccuracely mlinmin such rc:=rdl1 How will.muluplc CL£Cs ""ing rccombi"ed
lINEs be given aecCls to Ammtcch" enBU1ceMlud inventory records?

%1. Has Ameritech involliaeted any alternativcs to collocation (Dr tho ruambinatiCln of nC!Work. elc:menu
(for example, pravidini CLECs direct access to Ameritcch's network equipment for physical
rceombiDinlII or logical sCl'&ralion and recombining)? If 10. what IIrC Ameritcch's talonl for not
makinl dieM .Item.tives available to CLECs':' If haL when will this investigation be done?

11. Will Amoriun:h have any rcsDictians on the n"mber of recombined UNE C\&llOme.., which may be
~onvenc:d lD CUCs on I daily buis?

23. How quickly can Ameritcch install collocation cales in all ofthc Amcritech Mic:hillll ccna-al Dff1~?

24. What is the nailability of collocated 'I'"C in each Ameritach ccna'1ll offl~7 Plc:ac describe any
lImitatiolU which may exist.

15. Allwning e CL.EC h83 prcwired loop and switch cOl\Qections in ill C;OUoc:.atlOn spato (0 blocks on
Amtlritedl MDF and/or IOF frames, what is the Cll~.C'tcddW'ltion of cWlcomcr dOIll1l time for
conll'CtSion of an cacisrins Amerirc:ch cUitOtl1C'T to e UNE CLEC cUltomcr'?

~6. How does Ameritcch propose to remedy the provisioning/service: paritY iSluel Uloci.lCd with lu
coll~cnproposal e.g.. (I) elecD"Onic provilioninl YS manual p",visioninl: (2) additional loop
lengths; (J) additional possible pCllnts of fallure?

Thank. you for YOW' caopention on this matll:r. If yay h..,c any qUCllions I can be n:ached at (312) 230
3312.

Sinccf1:ly,

~~-,..#.-cw)
Bnace Sonnen

BS/ev



November 18. 1997

Bonnie Hemphill
General Manager - AT&T CLEC Sales
Amcritech Information Industry Services
350 North Orleans. Floor 3
Chicago, Illin~is 60654

.'

Dear Botmic:

.\T&T CC:::~llle CO~le,

:!27 WeSI :.:;;,'Cl!
Cl'IlC1I90.•.. ~::lll 60606

As mentioned in my last correspondence to you the AT&T Collocation team would meet
to discuss and develop a collocation forecast for Ameritech. At that meeting, several
observations were noted which impact the coordination and development of the forecast
data which we are to provide to Ameritech. In light of Ameritech's position regarding
the 8th Circuit decision on the method of combining network clements, and its insistence
upon combining network elements through collocation, the team needs to reconsider the
impact on our collocation requirements in Ameritech end offices. Our current collocation
data and analysis must now be re-evaluated to determine how to factor in this criterion.
Consequently, in order to provide you with an useful forecast, I have requested that the

.AT&T Collocation team reassess our current forecast data and make the appropriate
modifications.

The reassessment and analysis of these revisions would ultimately impact the initial
timeframes reflected in Section 6.2.5 (Collocation Planning) of the Implementation Plan.
AT&T proposes to provide Ameritech with a two-year rolling revised annually forecast
swting on January 20 1998 for the Termination Points. E:esting Space. Future LSO's in
Existing Market aDd Future LSO·s. We would also submit on a two-year rolling revised
Quarterly forecast for Power staning on January 20. April, July, and October
respectively. The team has developed forecast templates in which to provide this
information to Ameritech (Attachments 1-4). A two-year forecast that does not account
for the latest information, in this case consideration of Ameritech's position on the 8th
Circuit decisio~ does not provide it's intended value. Given the dynamic nature of this
business it also seems appropriate: to consider a six month true up option in the two-year
forecast. As ofthis timc however. I can inform you that AT&T has no plans for
collocation in Wisconsin or Indiana for 1998. Should that plan change duc to our
business neccis. I ,\iU notify you in a timely fashion so as to provide you with adequate
time to respond to the requirements.



Your feedback on this proposal is necessary for our team to move forward.
If you have any questions or need further clarification regarding the aforementioned I
can be contaCted at 312-230-2450.

Antoincne Thomas

Copy to:
Steve Hunsberger
Rhonda Johnson
Dan Noorani
Rob Polete
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Bruce C. aennen
Dirllctor 01
ProduCI Delivery

December 16. 1997

VIA FACSIMJLE AND US MAIL

Daniel J. Kocher. Director
Planning and Implementation
Ameritech
350 NoTth Orleans, 3 rd Floor
Chicago. Illinois 60654

Dear Dan,

.151n Floor
227 W. Monrol Slreet
Cnica;o,IL eoeoe-S016
312 230·3312
FAX 312 230-8886

I am following up on the status of a response to my November 14, 1997 lener (attached) J sent
you following our November 6, 1997 meeting. Inc:1udcd in the letter is a series of questions we
asked Ameritcch at the meeting and AT&T's understanding of Ameritech's respons~s. We also
included Cjuestions related 10 Ameritec:h's requirementS for CLECs to recombine unbundled
network clements which were not specificallY addressed at the meeting. It has beenovcr a month
since r scm you the lener which Ameritech agreed to respond to in writing, and I have not
received 8 response. We would really eppreciare Ameritech's 8nSWe~ to these queslions as
quickly as possible.

If you should have any question!". Or would like lO discuss anything I can be reached at (312) 230
3312. Thank you in advance for your cooperation on this matter.

Sincerely,

Bruce Bennen

BB/clI

Attachment

cc: Bonnie Hemphill



8"'.. C. l-nnen
Oireelor 01
Product Delivery

January 28. t998

.'

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL

Daniel J. Kocher. Director
Planning and Implement'llion
Ameritech
350 North Orleans. Jrd Floor
Chicago, Illinois 60654

Dear D~n,

25th FICCr
227 W. MOl'Iroe Str..l
Chicago. IL 60806·5016
312 23Q·3,Jt2
FAll: 312 2:J0.a886

I am following up on the: Status of II response to my December 16, 1997 and November 14, 1997
letters regarding Ameritcc::h' s requin::mcnu for CLECs to recombine unbundled netWork
elements. We have nol yCI received the response you agreed to provide and therefore can only
IlSsume that we have correctly chaTacu:riz.ed Amc:ritccl,'s position on rC':ombination in the
November 14. 1997 lencr.

If Amcritech's PQsition on these issues has changed we would greatly appreciate a response to
our letter.

Sincerely,

g~~~
Bruce Bennett

BB":v

cc: Bonnie Hemphill
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Mr. BNclC Bc:IIDt:lt
Oira:uw ofP\'Mw::I: Delivr:ry
AT6.T .-
1Z1 W. Moaroc.~ Floor
Ch.i~. I1lDuri5 60606

Dclr8NCC.

This t'CS'PCJIUis to yaur letter of NO¥C'II\bcr 16, 1997 to Om Kocher cd subIequa,
CGuc::spmdaaa= CIID.l:Cmi.ng the Ncmsmba' 6. 1997 rnecl'iD1 When Dm. MiD IC.uIan ad I wtiI'C
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by Amc:::rila:b to ptaw'ide tdClCGllUllunic.cians sc:rvica. While our cU.cc'mon"-l' wim ddails.,
me subjClC D:UIDCI' iDcIf was nal aew to my ofus. The mmnc:r in whic:b Az:a.aitodl proridc:s
KQS5 t,g Ibae nClWOl'k clemans bas been Cll:'IZ:IUilicly dac:uI:n.c:n'b: at Alfta'ilKb's web site, in
our 1aIcn;annacz:icm Asr-mcnt Gld iu~ lmp1c:mcmltion PJm, _ in the moUSIneSs of
paces filed wiI:h Amerita::h's I'WO 27 J applica:icas.

1. A&cri1OCb bas provided amc:r CLEC. wi"" 1GCCll1O", or....=ds ofualKlDdled
'ocaw- whid2 halfC been s'Inrcsd'uUy CGlDhiacd ~tbiD IbaIc c:aricn' ft'-cails IO.-ve
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fta:Q.... in combiniDa allWOrt e1e:a1llQ.

.3. AJdIa'" it i$ " ......0I0&S cbaI cambil:Uaa aetWC'k dClllUl1a U tJlc)' .-c cum:ntly pravidcd
c:e be ~Iisbc:d ia aJUoca:icm IpKZ. J\lIIICCIicft is apca co ncpriac l1l'i" adler
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teeimic::aJly fAlibl, IltemaliveIhGAT&TcaIW-.aptOpOM.AT~Tindic:8S:Cd Ihat it
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~ co c:aasider.



8,uce C. 8ennen
Dir.ctorol
Producl Delivery

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL

Bonnie Hemph ill
General Manager
Amcritcch Infonnation Industry Services
350 North Orleans
Floor 3
Chicago, IL 60654

Dear Bonnie:

February 27. 1998

25tn Flcor
227 W. Monroe Slr••1
Chicago. It.. 608Cl6-SO 16
312 230-3312
FAX 3' 2 230-8886

I am in receipt of your February 10, 199& letter replying to my letter ofNovember 14,
1997. Your letter fa i Is to respond to AT&.T's requests - contained in my initial letter and
reiterated in follow-up correspondence on December 16. 1997 and January 28, \998 that
Ameritech clarify and confirm its position on the manner in which it proposes to make Byailable
unbundled UNEs to CLECs. including an explanation of how Ameritech combines UNEs for its
own use and how Ame:ritcch will separate UNEs that are currently combined. The information
we requested is essential for AT&.T to evaluate whether your current collocation-based offering is
a reasonable means to combine Ameritech UNEs (loops and switches). as well as to assess
possible alternatives.

Your letter attempts 10 suggest that Ameritech has not responded to my November 14,
1997 letter because: it has been waiting for an AT&T proposal. What we agreed to at our
November 6, \ 997 meeting. however, was that AT&T would summarize in writing what it
understood Ameritcch's position to be on those questions, and that Amcritech would respond in
writing, and that was not tied (0 any AT&T altcrnative propoSllI. If. 85 you contend, you were
"puzzJed" by my November 14th lener, p~sumablyyou remained puzzlc:d by my subsequent
requests for the infonnation, and yet you never called and nevc::r responded. If Ameritech had a
different understanding. in other words, it was incumbent on Ameritcch to respond in some
fashion rather than simply remain silcnt for three months.

Your latest letter. moreover, is not responsive. We fully understand that Amcritech bas
provided CLECs ""ith their own switches access to your unbundled loops by using collocation (0

connect to their neTWorks. AT&Ts questions were posed to gain an understanding ofwheuu:r
Amcritech's collocation product, designed for connecting UNEs in an environment foJ' CLEC
swi~h providers to access unbundled loops in your network. is n:asonablc when Amcrilech
provides both the loops and the switch. As we discussed in our meeting. it is AT&Ts view that



:. .
BOMie Hcmphm
February 27. 1998
Page 2

collocation as a mediad to connect an ILEC's own switches with its own unbundled loops serves
no yalid commercial purpose, but additional information. which only Ameritech holds, is needed
to more fully evaluate this issue. The "three points" and the "extensive documentation" which
you outline in your letter thus rail to address the questions posed in my letter.

Further. your statement that lor anyone else from AT&T said we were not authorized to
discuss AT&Ts views is just plain wrong. We came: to the meeting seekiog clarification and
detail around Amcritcch's position, as indicated above. It is, after all, up to Amcritech to state:
how it proposes to make unbundled UNEs available to CLECs based upon the Sill Circuit's
decision, befon:: CLECs can determine how they might be combined. Additionally, however, we
discussed pn:limjnarily AT&rs proposal to utilize the "recent change: process" to separate and
reconnect Ameritech's unbundled loops and ports, although of course not in the level of detail thaI
would be necessary to work through those issues. As indicated below, we are prepared to pursue
those discussions.

FnuUcly, Bonnie, thinking back on this Ameritech's insistence upon attomey invoJvcment
in what should be business meetings, prior even to exploring the technical and operational issues,
appears to be a big part of the problem. In an effort to procced on a business to business level, I
would suggest the following. First, 1would appreciate: a response to our questions included in my
FebtlW}' 10. 19971etlcr. Second, 1 propose we schedule a meeting to discuss-AT&.Ts "recent
change proposal" in greater detail, approximately a week subsequent to Ameritec:h's response to
our questions. The meeting would be held without l!Ittomcys present. As indicated in Bill Davis's
letter to 10hn Lenahan on October 23, 1997 AT&T is prepan:d to pursue these discussions,
without prejudice to either party's legal position, from an operational and business perspecti'\le.
You arc exactly right when you say these issues should be worked through the account team.

Your prompt written reply would be appreciated. Please call if you would like to discuss
any aspect of this matter in greater detail.

Sincerely,

Bruce Bennett

BB/c\'
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MaTch 16, 1998
VIA FAX: (311) 13o.1au ""FIRST CLASSMAJL,

Vice~t .. CcaualS'*' Loc;al ScM" Oti~;zation

AT~T

227 We1t Monroe Street, 13" Floor
Chicago, lUinou 60606

Dear Sir or Mad.am:

I am writingpu:S\Wlt 10 S"Uon 29.3 ofthc Int~nAgn:c:mentsunder SceUOIU 251 and
252 of the Telecommunications Aa of 1996 by and between AmeriledllDd ATIr.T (individually w.d
collectively, the "Apomcnt'j to nlqw.:c rcucgotistion ofG.nam proviCons of1he AF-ment in lif,ht of
(he final and nona~calabic:deciSIon arthe United States Co\Ut of Ap]MaJa for the Eighth Cireu;t ;n lJ2..~

l2JilitiCiS ~oard v. t..~.c... 120 F.3d 753, (S'" Cit. 1997), whidl ciCC1.sion vauted certain :rules contejoe'~ in
Pan 51 ofTidc 47 of the Code ofFedcnl Regulations (such vauted tU1c::3 rcfc:m:d to hc:n:iu as t~.e

WVa.cau:d Rules'').

As you know. the Vaca1ed RulesW~ in dIca when the Agr=ment was ncgotialed. arbitr.1 r;-i,
signc:d and apPfOved. CQnsi~twith Section 2$1.3. the £iihtb Circuit', fiAa1 aDd nonappealable
col ....J:ision vl~ting theV~awes gives rise to an "Amcdment to the Act" (as defined in S=:;U07. ;~93

he Agreement) and Amc:ri~ therefore dcm.olnds renegotiation Qfthc provisions in the Agreement
t.n.at were affcctet1 by such Amc:nd.mc::nt to the Act.

in keeping with tho good faith req~cmCI1tofS=;tion 29.3. Amerit=hrcquc:sts that AT&T
identify a point ofcomact to negoti~the amendmClt. Aa;on1inilY, pleuc id=tify to me in writllg by
no la~ tban March 2), 1998, AT&T:! poine ofcontact and 1will have the applicable Ameritcch ,< ~

negotiation team conIa.C[ that individual. . ',: ~......
If you have any questions, please cAll me at (312) 335·6531.

Sincaely,

co;: :aonni~ Hemphill
AT&T Vice President· Law & Government.Affairs
VIA FAX: (312) 230·8835

, .

.,
1
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Mareh23.1998

Via Fax and U.S. Mail

Mr. Michael J.~n
Vice President & General Counsel
Amcriteeh lnfonnation l.n.dustry Services
350 North Orleans
Floor 5
Chicago, IL 60654

Dear Mike:

13th Flocr
2Z1 w.t Morwe Srteet
ChIca;c. IlIinc&s 606D6.
3'2230-2645

~t·l·
( .

'.~..

•,.

.~
".

This is in response to Ted Edwards' March 16, 1998 letter proposing that our
· companies renegotiate certain provisions ofthe Interconnection Agreement in Eght of

the "final and nonappealable" decision ofme United States Coun ofAppeals fer the
· Eighth Circuit.

· Since Ted's letter is not explicit. please submit to me, in writing, the spccific
provisions ofthe Interconnection Agreement that you wish to renegotiate and indicate
the basis for that request (i.e.., please cross-reference those provisions to the "fir..n,). and
nonappealable" portions ofthe Eighth Circuit's decision). Upon rcceipt, AT&1.~
both determine if our companies are in agreemCIlt with the status of the portiC'r'{s)' of'
the order in question and how to move forward under Section 29.3 of the ...
lntercomu::ction Agreement. ,,

Sincerely,

Philip S. Abrahams

c;c: Ted Edwards - Ameriteeh
Jane Medlin
Bill West



NOTEBAERT SAYS AMERITECH CAN'T FOLLOW FCC SEC. 271 'ROAD MAP'

CHICAGO -- Although Ameritech initially was enthusiastic about FCC development of "road map"
for RHCs to use in meeting requirements for long distance entry, company has found after further study
that it's "impossible" to follow those directions, Am.eritech Chmn. Richard Notebaert told reporters Tue:Js.
in news conference here. He said Ameritech has decided it can't file any more entry applications until it
determines whether new FCC members will have different interpretation of Telecom Act checklist
requirements. He gave keynote speech at USTA convention here earlier in day.

Road map is nickname for guidance included in FCC order in Aug. denying Ameritech's Sec. 271
. request to offer long distance in Mich. In that order, Commission outlined what RHC needed to do to
win approval of application. Ameritech last summer hailed that action as victory for RHCs because FCC
never before had issued directions to meet checklist.

However, on clC!ser study company discovered it would have to spend at least $200 million and more
than year's work to meet some requirements involving billing, operational support systems and
certain technical details of interconnection, Notebaert said. He said guidelines would require changes in
billing system .... for example, to accept 6 entries instead of 2 -- and information that isn't even available
now. He said company is waiting to see whether FCC will clarify problem when it rules on BellSouth's
Sec. 271 petition in Dec. Ameritech officials said they have held many meetings with FCC staff in effort
to resolve problem but haven't received any assurance that revisions will be made.

Ameritech also is hesitant to file for Sec. 271 entry until it determines how newly constituted FCC will
interpret recent ruling by 8th U.S. Appeals Court, S1. Louis, on unbundled elements and shared transport,
Notebaert said. He said court's language on rebundling was "very straightforward" but so was its earlier
language on forward-looking pricing that FCC interpreted in way that RHCs found questionable. In
pricing case, FCC had continued to apply forward-looking pricing principles in reviewing Sec. 271
applications, action that RHCs have challenged in court. Because of uncertainty at federal level,
Ameritech "isn't pushing very hard" to win state approval for long distance entry, Notebaert said.

In his speech at USTA convention, Notebaert urged telcos to be "imaginative" and "bold" in facing
newly competitive world. Like other speakers' at this year's sessions (see separate story, this issue), his
comments almost took form of pep talk to smaller companies. He said that increased competition in
cellular market helped Ameritech by encouraging it to try harder to meet customers' needs and to offer
digital cellular service quickly. As result, he said, Ameritech has experienced 30% annual growth rate.
By being "bold" and entering cable market when some predicted failure, Ameritech is "winning more
than a third of the cable households where our service is up and running," he said.

Notebaert said that meeting customer needs is best way to compete: "Our future is in the hands of our
customers. Nothing has more bearing on our ability to prosper than to see the world through their eyes."
He said some in audience might point out that they didn't offer cellular or couldn't see getting into cable
since they count customers only "in the thousands." Notehaert warned that "that kind ofthinking is the
path to oblivion" and all companies must "unshackle our imaginations and, as we like to say at
Ameritech, look at this business through the windshield rather than the rear-view mirror."

CDviaNewsEDGE

Copyright (c) 1997 Warren Publishing, Inc.
Received by NewsEDGElLAN: 10/28/977:54 PM



BEFORE

THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

In the Matter of the Review of Ametitech
Ohio's Economic Costs for Interconnection.
Unbundled Network Elements. and Recipro
cal Compensation for Transport and Termi
nation of Local Telecommunications Traffic.

)
)
)
)
)

Case No. 96-922-TP-UNC

I

2

SECOND ENTRY ON REtiEARING

The Commission finds:

(1) On June 19. 1997, the Commission issued an Opinion and
Order addressing in detail the total element long run incre
mental cost (TELRIC) studies submitted by Ameritech Ohio
(Ameritech) in this matter. These TELRIC studies were in
tended to establish the rates for unbundled network elements
which Ameritech proposes to charge competitors for prOVi
sioning unbundled network elements as required by the Tele
communications Act of 1996 (1996 Act) 1 and this Commis
sion's local service gUidelines set forth in Case No. 95-845-TP
COl (845 Guidelines).

(2) On September 18. 1997, the Commission issued an Entry on
Rehearing modifying and clarifying, to the limited extent
addressed therein. the June 19. 1997 Opinion and Order.

(3) On October 20. 1997. applications for rehearing of the Com
mission's September 18. 1997 Entry on Rehearing were timely
filed by Ameritech, AT&T Communications of Ohio (AT&T),
and MCI Telecommunications Corporation (MCI)2 pursuant
to Section 4903.10, Revised Code. and Rule 4901-1-35. Ohio
Administrative Code. Memoranda contra the applications for
rehearing were timely filed by Ameritech and jointly by
AT&T and MCI.

(4) In their joint application for rehearing, AT&T and MCI aver
that the Commission erred in its September 18. 1997 Entry on
Reheating concerning the application of the 20 percent reduc
tion in shared costs. AT&T and MCI allege that, rather than
adopt their position and reduce the shared cost percentage

Codified as 41 U.S.C. 151 et seq.
Consistent with thei, earlier practices in this matter. AT&T and MCl submitted a Joint application for
rehearing.
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